welfare state 'was shaped by an increasingly ethnically and racially based conception of nation, one which paradoxically tended to erase the history of imperialism that had engendered it'.
1 Concentrating solely on texts produced by postcolonial writers, however, can uphold the view that 'race' is an issue exclusively dealt with by nonwhite writers. Comparative analysis reveals how a range of writers from different backgrounds participate in debates about the marginalization of formerly colonized subjects within Britain's borders.
In postcolonial studies, a number of critics have recognized that focusing solely on the experiences of those from the former colonies presents the colonizer as an abstraction. As David Trotter remarks, colonialism has predominantly been understood as 'an encounter between a colonizing machine or system, on one hand, and a colonized subject, on the other. The colonizing subject has been elided, his or her subjectivity wished away'. 2 This elision has resulted, as Laura Chrisman maintains, in the imperial power remaining 'frozen in power and repressed [as] an absent "centre"''. 3 One method of interrogating this centre-periphery paradigm within postcolonial studies is by placing works by colonial and ex-colonial writers in dialogue with white British writers. In doing so, I investigate how both the colonizer and the colonized attempt to challenge imperial assumptions about racial difference that informed post-war policies of immigration and forced migrants onto the peripheries of British society.
In discussing the impact of mass immigration upon the colonial centreperiphery paradigm I will first analyse how prominent migrant writers depict the domestic space of the home as aiding their marginalization within Britain's borders. It will then be possible to challenge the view that white British writers disregarded, or even resisted, the impact of mass immigration on British culture and society. From
Comparing Centres, Comparing Peripheries
Matthew Whittle 3 this, we can identify an early attempt by Caribbean and white British writers to comprehend the roots of racist opposition to immigration and commit to the establishment of a more equal and consensual society.
The Windrush generation and the limits of hospitality
The Lonely Londoners and The Mimic Men are set in London during the immediate post-war decades and respond to a period when Britain's identity as the 'heart of the world' was growing increasingly untenable. Abroad there was the gradual yet steady dismantling of the British Empire. At home, the arrival of large numbers of non-white colonial and ex-colonial subjects from the Caribbean, Africa and Asia meant that many in Britain encountered for the first time peoples who had for so long remained on the margins of the Empire. Selvon's and Naipaul's novels articulate the experience of those migrants who came to the imperial 'motherland' from the Caribbean. Rather than finding a welcoming nation, in which all citizens of the Commonwealth were seen as equals regardless of skin colour, their Caribbean characters remain on the margins of mainstream British society.
British attitudes towards post-war immigration involved a conflicted attempt to remove the inequities of the Empire whilst sustaining Britain's place at the centre of a global network of nations. In 1948, the British Nationality Act was passed, which established 'equality of status and rights throughout the empire' and the entitlement of all subjects of the British crown 'to live and work in Britain'. In the decade that followed the passing of the British Nationality Act and the arrival of the Windrush, immigration to Britain was promoted on the grounds that cheap labour was required for post-war reconstruction. Yet, many in Britain resisted the presence of non-white migrants and mass immigration became known in public debate as Britain's 'colour problem'. Anti-immigration campaigns involved violence towards non-white citizens, the most well-known examples being the 1958 'race riots'
in Nottingham and Notting Hill. 6 Responding to the 'colour problem', the Macmillan government passed the Commonwealth Immigrants Act in 1962, which introduced strict immigration controls upon migrants from Caribbean, African and Asian countries on the basis that they refused to 'integrate' into British society.
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The shift from the earlier British Nationality Act to the Commonwealth Immigrants Act helped reinscribe a colonialist definition of 'Britishness' based on race. The dilemma faced by many non-white migrants of being a citizen of the British Commonwealth but not considered British is depicted in a number of works by 'Windrush generation' writers. In The Lonely Londoners and The Mimic Men the symbolic importance of domestic space offers both the promise of belonging and a barrier to unconditional acceptance within Britain's borders. In his lecture Of Hospitality, Derrida provides a productive means of articulating this dilemma.
Addressing the paradox at the heart of the concept of hospitality, which is (rather than as British citizens) and as "coloured" plays an important role in the reciprocal construction of Britain as a nation rather than an empire'. 13 The treatment of Caribbean migrants as 'other' exhibits a move away from 'Britishness' as being an identity available to all members of the Commonwealth and towards 'membership of a racially defined national community'. 14 What previous analyses have neglected in their examination of this aspect of the novel is Selvon's depiction of domestic space as aiding the exclusion of Caribbean migrants from that national community. 'know which part [of London] they will slam door in your face and which part they will take in spades'. 17 It is a description of the dilemma faced by non-white migrants that foregrounds the 'ghettoization' of those considered to be unwelcome outsiders within a nation they had been taught to think of as their motherland. Moses and his fellow Caribbean migrants may well be welcome to enter the former 'heart of the world', but crossing the border does not infer equality or acceptance.
As a means of articulating the gap between the official acceptance of nonwhite migrants as equal under the British Nationality Act and their sense of isolation is the old English diplomacy: "thank you, sir" and "how do you do" […] , but when you go in the hotel or the restaurant they will politely tell you to haul'. 19 This awareness of the show of hospitality masking the reality of inhospitality frames
Moses's lamentation in the novel's conclusion that, 'Nobody in London does really accept you. They tolerate you, yes, but you can't go in their house and eat or sit down and talk'. 20 The inhospitable treatment of Moses and his friends points to the way in which internal barriers to acceptance are set up after migrants have crossed the nation's borders. The hotel, the restaurant, and the home represent the impenetrable heart of the nation, and their thresholds allow for the continuation of centre-periphery relations in post-war British society.
The landscape of The Lonely Londoners offers both the possibility of a unified Caribbean community and, at the same time, the marginalization of that community.
Naipaul's The Mimic Men, by contrast, addresses the dilemma of some Anglicized colonial subjects who reject a migrant community but are also not wholly accepted as where 'we are reminded that we are individuals, units'. 25 In characterizing the city as a crumbling, atomized and impersonal space, The Mimic Men undermines both the colonialist notion of Britain's capital as the 'heart of the world' and the migrant's dream of belonging to a welcoming and beneficent nation.
The domesticated space of the home, and Singh's inability to establish a sense of belonging following his exile from Isabella, foregrounds this disparity and emphasizes Singh's dilemma as an Indo-Caribbean British subject without a home.
On discovering a burgeoning migrant community in London upon his return, the Anglicized former politician is convinced of his higher social status. As Veena Singh states, The Mimic Men is concerned with those who 'look down on their own community, and also try to achieve the glory of the colonial culture'. 26 Adopting the pejorative use of the term 'immigrant', Singh describes how other exiled men and women who used to have political power in the colonies are forced to live 'in the lower-middle-class surroundings' of London where they 'pass for immigrants'.
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Singh chooses to reject this way of life in favour of hotel accommodation, stating: 'I
could not, like so many of my fellow exiles, live in a suburban semi-detached house; I could not pretend even to myself to be part of a community or to be putting down roots.
[…] I like the feeling of impermanence'. 28 Yet, Singh's choice to reside in hotels following his exile, rather than put down roots in a community of immigrants, Despite expressing a level of acceptance regarding post-war immigration from the colonies and former colonies, Denham's hospitality is revealed to be conditional when his own 'sovereignty' as host is perceived to be under threat. Although The Right to an Answer's reaffirmation of racial conflict at the novel's climax suggests that the 'colour problem' is unsolvable, the tone of the conclusion is much more ambivalent. While Denham is the text's sole narrator, the last word is given to Raj by way of an extract of his sociological study into race relationships that Denham discovers in his father's spare room. In it Raj emphasizes the need for love in its various forms to counter what he refers to as the astonishing 'capacity of people for hatred', and to allow mankind 'to think in terms of larger and larger groups to which he must give allegiance'.
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The fragment of Raj's sociological study ultimately calls for the breakdown of existing centre-periphery relations that uphold racial and cultural barriers in a world of increased migrancy and globally connected economic systems. Similarly, Denham concludes that Raj had 'come too soon for the blending' and that his thoughts on race relations in Britain were 'just a beginning'. 60 Burgess would later attest to the fruits of that 'beginning', writing in the epilogue to his non-fiction work Urgent Copy: Literary Studies (1968), 'The British withdrew from their colonies, but new colonies follow them home. We old colonial servants retire, but we find that we no longer have to yearn for the richness of a multicoloured, multi-cultural society: it's growing here all around us'. 61 Rather than legitimating the marginalization of non-white migrants new to Britain through silence, Burgess undermines the continuation of colonialist ideas about race and suggests that mass immigration is an inevitable and potentially positive legacy of colonialism.
A comparative approach to literature written during the 1950s and 1960s, reveals how the texts by Selvon, Naipaul, Sillitoe and Burgess, which were produced at the moment of extensive decolonization and mass immigration highlight the way in which the racial distinctions that had sustained imperialism were far from being dismantled along with the Empire and were in fact deepened in the imperial centre.
Throughout the latter half of the twentieth-century, debates about immigration have been characterized by a paradoxical commitment to the notion of 'multiculturalism'
and the exclusion of non-white migrants and their families from mainstream British society. It is not the case that only migrant writers challenge such imperial discourses while white British writers remain silent on the contradictory ideologies underpinning policies of immigration. Indeed, such a view flattens the preoccupations of migrant and diaspora writers and texts by white British writers. The novels examined here in many ways remain ambivalent on the lasting impact of mass immigration in Britain, but they also offer a space in which to think beyond an understanding of community framed by inclusion and exclusion based on racial and cultural difference.
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